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Claims 1 and 4-35 are pending. Claims 1 and 29 are independent claims. The remaining 
claims depend directly or cognately from claim 1 or claim 29. 

Claims 1, 4-11, 19-29, 32, and 34-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as allegedly 
anticipated by International Patent Application Publication No. WO02/057772, to Moreton (the 
"'772 publication"). Claims 1 and 4-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as allegedly 
obvious over the '772 publication. 

As argued in Applicant's March 1, 2010 Response, nothing in the '772 publication teaches 
a combination of Fe and Br salts to provide an indicator that works below 20% relative humidity 
with a copper level below 0.002% by weight. The indicating desiccant claimed in the instant 
application "is essentially copper-free , or when copper is present it is in an amount which is less 
than 0.002% by weight with respect to the anhydrous silica-based material." (emphasis added). 
Separate dependent claims are directed to each of the underlined limitations. 

Although the '772 publication states that "the source of copper. . .is up to 0.5 per cent by 
weight of the silica-based material," ('772 application, page 2, lines 23-25), the '772 publication 
states that the lowest useful range of copper is "in the range 0.002 to 0.1 per cent by weight." 
('772 application, page 2, line 26). The successive ranges recited in the '772 publication only 
increase the amount of copper, they do not decrease it. ('772 application, page 2, lines 26-28). 
The '772 publication teaches the opposite of the claimed invention. 

The December 31, 2009 Office Action asserts that the disclosure of "up to 0.5 percent . . . 

expressly encompasses copper- free and less than 0.002% by weight." (Office Action, pages 10- 

1 1) (emphasis in original). That argument ignores the express teachings and intent of the '772 
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publication. The 772 publication is "based on copper salts...." ('772 publication, page 2, line 
6). All of the stated embodiments of the '772 publication include copper. The abstract of the 
'772 publication states that the indicating desiccant includes "a source of copper." 

Put simply, the disclosure of "up to 0.5%" in the '772 publication can not teach claim 
limitations that are "essentially copper free" or "less than 0.002% by weight." The '772 
publication does not teach a composition where copper is an optional component that may be 
present "up to" a given percentage, but where the composition would still function if copper were 
excluded. If the composition of the '772 publication were copper-free, or if it had less than 
0.002% copper, the entire disclosure would be frustrated. 

The Office has also misapprehended the difference between reduction of humidity and 
indication of reduction of humidity. The claims of the instant application require a color change 
below 20% relative humidity. The '772 publication, on the other hand, limits the color change to 
an equilibrium relative humidity "between 20 to 30 per cent." ('772 publication, page 3, lines 13- 
14). The reason for this is clear: the desiccant of the '772 publication is intended to reduce the 
relative humidity of a gas to below 30%, then the desiccant is to be replaced. ('772 publication, 
page 3, lines 13-15). There is no motivation in the '772 publication to decrease the level of the 
indicator below 20% in the '772 publication, because the desiccant is only intended to be 
effective to a level below 30 per cent - that is, just below 30 per cent - and not, significantly, a 
level "up to" 30 per cent, which the 772 publication could have included if such were the intent. 

Furthermore, Applicant notes that reduction of copper in the 'composition of the 772 

publication would not lead to a reduction in the ability to work below 20% relative humidity. 
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The opposite is the case. This argument is explored in more detail on pages 10-11 of the March 
1, 2010 Response. Additionally, there would be no expectation of success when modifying the 
772 publication to obtain the claimed invention, because the claimed invention is an iron-based 
indicator system and the '772 publication reports a copper-based system. This argument is 
outlined in more detail on page 1 1 of the March 1, 2010 Response. 

Applicant has demonstrated, both above and throughout the prosecution, that the 
rejections made in this application are improper. The rejections should be withdrawn and the 
claims allowed. Applicant notes that failure to raise an argument in this Submission is not a 
waiver of that argument on appeal. Furthermore, failure to separately argue the patentability of 
one or more dependent claims should not be construed as an admission that the claims are not 
separately patentable. If communication with the undersigned might help resolve any 
outstanding issues with this application, the Examiners are invited to call the number below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: March 30, 2010 / Duane A. Stewart III / 

Duane A. Stewart IE 

Registration No. 54,468 

BUCHANAN INGERSOLL & ROONEY PC 

20th Floor, One Oxford Centre 

301 Grant Street 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219-1410 

Phone: 412-562-1622 

Fax: 412-562-1041 

e-mail: duane.stewart@bipc.com 

Attorneys for Applicant(s) 
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